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Appellant, Richard Christenson, submits this brief in the appeal before this Court. 
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JURISDICTION OF APPELLATE COURT 
The jurisdiction of all appellate courts "shall be provided by statute."1 The Utah 
Legislature has provided that the Utah Supreme Court may transfer "to the Court of Appeals 
any case over which the Utah Supreme Court has original appellate jurisdiction,"2 which 
jurisdiction includes review of any order, judgment, decree over which the Court of Appeals 
"does not have original jurisdiction."3 As the Court of Appeals does not have original 
jurisdiction over this appeal filed by Richard Christenson and the Utah Supreme Court 
declined to take jurisdiction of the case, the Court of Appeals has proper jurisdiction of this 
appeal4. 
ISSUE PRESENTED FOR REVIEW 
1. Whether the lower Court erred by including parties over whom the lower Court 
did not have jurisdiction in the judgment entered below? 
2. Whether the lower Court erred by failing to require an adequate attorney's fee 
affidavit before awarding attorney's fees? 
1
 Utah Const., Article Vffl, § 5. 
2U.C.A. §78-2-3(4) 
3
 U.C.A. § 78-2-3(j) 
4
 U.C.A. § 78-2a-3(2)G) 
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APPLICABLE RULES AND REGULATIONS TO APPEAL 
Rule 3 U.R.C.P. states that "a civil action is commenced ... by service of a summons 
together with a copy of the complaint in accordance with Rule 4." 
Rule 4 U.R.C.P. states that "(e) personal service shall be made as follows: (1) upon 
any individual... by delivering a copy of the summons and/or the complaint to the individual 
personally, or by leaving a copy at the individual's dwelling house or usual place of abode." 
Rule 4-505 Utah Rules of Judicial Administration states that "Affidavits in support 
of an award of attorney's fees must ... set forth specifically ... the nature of the work 
performed by the attorney, the number of hours spent to prosecute the claim to judgment, 
or the time spent in pursuing the matter to the stage for which attorney fees are claimed... 
The affidavit must also separately state hours by persons other than attorneys, for time spent, 
work completed and hourly rate billed." 
2 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
This case involved a foreclosure claim by Plaintiff against property in which over 
one-hundred people claimed interests, liens, title or encumbrances. Plaintiff initiated the 
complaint and Defendants Michel claimed they were the owners of the property. Plaintiff 
and Defendants Michel were the only parties involved ultimately in the summary judgment 
which resulted in ending the litigation below. 
Neither Plaintiff nor Defendants Michel served process upon all the many parties 
named in the action below. Despite this, when the lower Court entered summary judgment, 
Defendants Michel prepared an order which attempts to dispose of all named Defendants' 
interests. Plaintiff objected to this form of order because it claimed to reach interests of 
parties who had not been given the benefit of service of process and over whom the lower 
Court had failed to acquire jurisdiction. 
In addition, the lower Court awarded attorney's fees. However, the affidavit upon 
which the application for attorney's fees was based failed to itemize where, when, or how 
the attorney's fees were incurred. Plaintiff objected to any award without an adequate 
disclosure of the basis for the award. The lower Court ignored this objection and made an 
award of all fees requested. 
Facts established in the Record below: 
1. Not all of the named Defendants were served with process. (R @ 1193).5 
5
 Record from trial court; page 1193. 
3 
2. Despite this, the order drafted by Defendants Michel attempt to eliminate all of the 
interests of all of the named Defendants. ( R @ 1211-1218). 
3. Plaintiffs objected to the form of the order because it was overbroad. (R @ 1193-
1194). 
4. The lower Court entered the order and attempted thereby to eliminate interests 
over which it had not acquired jurisdiction. (R @ 1211-1218). 
5. The affidavit on attorney's fees upon which the lower Court based its decision to 
award attorney's fees did not disclose the time, place, or amounts of work performed in any 
detail. ( R @ 1195-1201). 
6. Plaintiff objected to this affidavit and asked that the attorney's fees be itemized. 
( R @ 1190-1191). 
7. The lower Court ignored the objection and made an award without requiring any 
itemization of the fees sought. (R @ 1209-1210). 
SUMMARY OF ARGUMENTS 
Plaintiff below (Appellant here) sought to foreclose a lien on certain real property. 
The property was encumbered by numerous liens and notices of interest for over one-
hundred parties. Plaintiff was unable to serve all parties named as Defendants, and one 
Defendant (Michel) which was served filed a counterclaim alleging he held title. That 
answer and counterclaim, although served by mail on Plaintiff/Appellant, it was not served 
on any of the other named Defendants. Plaintiff litigated with the answering Defendant 
4 
(Michel) and after discovery in this case and resolution of a related case, ultimately 
determined to not fight against a summary judgment motion in favor of Defendant and 
dismissing Plaintiff's claim. The lower Court entered an order which exceeded both the 
requested summary judgment and the lower Court's jurisdiction. That order attempts to 
reach claims and parties who were not before it. The lower Court also awarded attorney's 
fees which were not adequately set forth in an affidavit and which may have been incurred 
without any direct connection to this case. 
ARGUMENT 
1. Defects in Jurisdiction of the Lower Court. 
The Summary Judgment Order entered by the Court below was pursuant to a 
summary judgment between two of the many parties to the action. The Order drafted by the 
Defendants Michel after the decision attempted to eliminate any claimed interests of "any 
of the defendants." The inclusion of all defendants reached the interests of over one-
hundred parties. Many of these parties were never served with process and were not before 
the court. They had not received notice of the motion for summary judgment, and their 
interests were not litigated in any sense of the word. 
Appellant objected to the Order because it was overbroad. Despite the objection, the 
lower Court entered the Order and attempted thereby to dispose of interests of parties who 
had never been hailed into court. 
The Order of the lower Court is overreaching and overstates the issues, parties and 
5 
decision before the Court. Not all of the persons whose interests are affected by the Order 
have been served nor appeared. No party, other than Plaintiff, was served with Defendant 
Michel's counterclaim. Nor have all of the interests of the parties who have appeared been 
fully litigated. It is basic "Hornbook" law that without service of process, the lower Court 
did not have jurisdiction to enter an order affecting a non-party's interests. "One who is not 
served with process does not have the status of a party to the proceeding. The parties and 
their case must be brought before the court, and this is accomplished by the use of process. 
A judgment against one who was not given notice in the matter required by law of the action 
or proceeding in which such judgment was rendered lacks all the attributes of a judicial 
determination; it is judicial usurpation and oppression, and can never be upheld where 
justice is fairly administered. A judgment lacking lawful service of process is void unless 
service is waived by appearance or otherwise and this is true regardless of whether the 
defendant had actual knowledge of the proceedings." 62B Am. Jur. 2d; Process, Section 6. 
The Summary Judgment Motion out of which the Order arises deals only with the 
interests of the Plaintiff, and not all of the other named parties Defendant. The Court did 
not deal, in the hearing in this matter, with the interests of the other parties who were not 
mentioned in the Motion. 
The form of order attempts to deal with interests who may appear of record but who 
were never even named in this action. The parties named in this action were based upon two 
title reports. It turns out that there are other interests who were uncovered after the 
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commencement of this action who were not parties named in this action. These individuals 
and entities are not before the Court and the Order of this Court cannot affect their interests 
until they are properly served and named in an action. See, e.g., Murdoch v. Blake, 484 P2d 
164 (Utah 1971). 
When these defects were pointed out to the lower Court, it declined to correct the 
problem. Therefore, this appeal is necessary to confine the orders entered by the lower 
Court to proper jurisdictional confines. 
2. Defects in the Award Of Attorney's Fees: 
The lower Court's award of attorney's fee was defective for the following reasons: 
The application for an award was supported by a perfunctory and inadequate 
affidavit. This affidavit did not disclose the work done, the hours spent on identifiable 
individual tasks or even whether the work was done in relation to this case or another, 
related case. Because of this, an objection was lodged and the actual billings upon which 
the affidavit were based were requested. The Michels objected because they did not want 
to disclose alleged "confidences" contained in the billings. The lower Court brushed aside 
the objections to the affidavit and made an award on the basis of the inadequate affidavit and 
without an attempt to determine if the fees were related to the case before it. 
The Affidavit and supporting materials do not provide enough information to allow 
any analysis by the Plaintiff or the Court as to the reasonableness of the amounts claimed. 
The affidavit is, therefore, insufficient and should not be a basis for an award. The lower 
7 
Court erred in failing to require a sufficient basis for awarding the fees before making the 
award. See, e.g. Cottonwood Mall Co. V. Sine; 830 P.2d 266, 269 (Utah 1992); Hal Taylor 
Assoc. V. Unionamerica, Inc. 657 P.2d 743, 750-51 (Utah 1982). 
The affidavit does not meet the requirements for admission of evidence, and has an 
insufficient foundation, lacking specificity and lacking supporting materials. It is therefore 
an insufficient basis for making any award. Id. 
The lower Court has a responsibility for making an independent evaluation of the fees 
charged. "The trial court, in turn, must make an independent evaluation of the 
reasonableness of the requested fees in light of the parties' evidentiary submissions. 
...Nothing in the record indicates that the trial court performed an independent evaluation 
of the reasonableness of the requested fees. The trial court did not enter any findings of fact 
setting forth the steps of its evaluation or supporting its fees award." Foote v. Clark, 962 
P.2d 52, 55, 56 (Utah 1998). 
The Affidavit makes it apparent that the charges include sums for attorneys fees for 
work done on cases other than the case before Judge Young. This includes the case before 
Judge Frederick as well and a related case before the Court of Appeals. There was never any 
intention by the Court to make an award of attorneys for those other legal proceedings in this 
case, nor would it be appropriate to do so. 
Given the nature, complexity and overall case before Judge Young, the amount 
claimed of in excess of $38,000.00 is not reasonable. The total charges dramatically exceed 
8 
the amounts incurred by Plaintiffs in this same proceeding. Accordingly, the amounts are 
excessive. The fee is not reasonable and should be reduced by the Court. 
The amount charged of $160.00 per hour is not reasonable and should be reduced by 
the Court. 
Further objections to the request for attorney's fees were not possible without 
supporting materials provided by Defendant's Counsel. 
CONCLUSION 
The lower Court erred in signing an order which disposes of interests of non-parties. 
That error should be corrected by remanding this case to the lower Court with instructions 
to limit the order to the parties served with process. 
The lower Court erred in relying upon an inadequate attorney fee affidavit and failing 
to make any independent findings of reasonableness. This matter should also be remanded 
with instructions to require adequate disclosure to precede the grant of fees and for the lower 
Court to make appropriate findings to justify an award. 
DATED this 1 day of February, 2001. 
NELSON, SNUFFER, DAHLE & POULSEN 
Attorney \for\P" 
Sbuffer, Jr. 
laintiff 
9 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that I served two true and correct copies of the foregoing 
APPELLANT'S OPENING BRIEF ON APPEAL, via first class mail, postage prepaid, on 
the following: 
Bruce J. Nelson 
NELSON, RASMUSSEN & CHRISTENSEN 
576 East South Temple 
Salt Lake City, UT 84102 
on this 1 day of February, 2001. 
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APPENDIX 
Denver C. Snuffer, Jr. #3032 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
NELSON, SNUFFER, DAHLE & POULSON 
10885 South State Street 
Sandy, UT 84070 
Telephone: (801) 576-1400 
IN AND FOR THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE, STATE OF UTAH 
RICHARD A. CHRISTENSON, ; 
Plaintiff, ; 
VS. , 
UWE MICHEL and ULLRICH MICHEL ; 
as joint tenants; et al., ] 
Defendants. ] 
) OPPOSITION TO ATTORNEY 
) FEE APPLICATION 
) Civil No. 960902187 
) Judge David S. Young 
Plaintiff objects to the application for attorney's fee for the following reasons: 
1. The Affidavit and supporting materials do not provide enough information to allow any 
analysis by the Plaintiff or the Court as to the reasonableness of the amounts claimed. The affidavit 
is, therefore, insufficient and should not be a basis for an award. The affidavit does not meet the 
requirements for admission of evidence, and has an insufficient foundation, lacking specificity and 
lacking supporting materials. 
2. The Affidavit makes it apparent that the charges include sums for attorneys fees for work 
done on cases other than the case before Judge Young. This includes the case before Judge 
Frederick as well and the Court of Appeals. There was never any intention by the Court to make an 
award of attorneys for those other legal proceedings in this case, nor would it be appropriate to do 
i tfo 
so. 
3. Given the nature, complexity and overall case before Judge Young, the amount claimed 
of in excess of $38,000.00 is not reasonable. The total charges dramatically exceed the amounts 
incurred by Plaintiffs in this same proceeding. Accordingly, the amounts are excessive. The fee is 
not reasonable and should be reduced by the Court. 
4. The amount charged of $ 160.00 per hour is not reasonable and should be reduced by the 
Court. 
Further objections are not possible without supporting materials provided by Defendant's 
Counsel. 
DATED this 7 day of July, 2000. 
i Denve;cK?TSnuffer, Jr. 
'•'it Attorney for Plaintiff 
\u 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING: 
I hereby certify that I am an employee of Nelson. Snuffer and Dahle, P.C. and that I caused 
to either be placed in the United States mail, first class, postage prepaid a true and correct copy of 
the foregoing to the following: 
Bruce J. Nelson 
Attorney for Uwe Michel & Ullrich Michel 
Nelson, Rasmussen & Christensen 
576 South State Temple 
Salt Lake City, UT 84102 
Dated this , ^  day of July, 2000. 
[ i (" v u 
I !/ 
Denver C. Snuffer, Jr. #3032 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
NELSON, SNUFFER, DAHLE & POULSEN 
10885 South State Street 
Sandy, UT 84070 
Telephone: (801) 576-1400 
IN AND FOR THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE, STATE OF UTAH 
RICHARD A. CHRISTENSON, ; 
Plaintiff, ; 
vs. 
UWE MICHEL and ULLRICH MICHEL : 
as joint tenants; et al., 
Defendants. ] 
) OBJECTION TO PROPOSED 
) SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
) FORM OF ORDER 
) Civil No. 960902187 
) Judge David S. Young 
Plaintiff objects to the proposed Summary Judgement Order for the following reasons: 
1. The Order is overreaching and overstates the issues, parties and decision before the Court. 
The Order attempts to affect interests of persons and parties not before the Court. Not all of the 
named parties have been served nor appeared. Nor have all of the interests of the parties who have 
appeared been fully litigated. Nor was it the intention of the Court to attempt to assert jurisdiction 
over persons who have not been served or appeared. 
2. The Summary Judgment Motion out of which the Order arises deals only with the interests 
of the Plaintiff, and not all of the other named parties Defendant. The Court did not deal, in the 
hearing in this matter, with the interests of the other parties who were not mentioned in the Motion. 
3. The form of order attempts to deal with interests who may appear of record but who were 
i 
never even named in this action. The parties named in this action were based upon two title reports. 
It turns out that there are other interests who were uncovered after the commencement of this action 
who were not parties named in this action. These individuals and entities are not before the Court 
and the Order of this Court cannot affect their interests until they are properly served and named in 
an action. 
4. The Court has not granted this kind of relief, nor at any time expressed an intention to deal 
with this sweeping relief The Court is merely ending the litigation as to the Plaintiff and Defendants 
Michel. No other party or individuals are affected by the Judgment granted. 
The Defendant is overreaching in the proposed form of order in an attempt to try issues which 
are not before the Court. 
DATED this ^ day of July, 2000. [ , 
7 ' 
Denver C. Snuffer, Jr. 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING: 
I hereby certify that I am an employee of Nelson, Snuffer and Dahle, P.C. and that I caused 
to either be placed in the United States mail, first class, postage prepaid a true and correct copy of 
the foregoing to the following: 
Bruce J. Nelson 
Attorney for Uwe Michel & Ullrich Michel 
Nelson, Rasmussen & Christensen 
576 South State Temple 
Salt Lake City, UT 84102 
Dated this \7> day of July, 2000. 
FILED DISTRICT COUB? 
Third Judicial District 
Bruce J. Nelson (2380) 
NELSON RASMUSSEN & CHRISTENSEN, P.C 
576 East South Temple 
Salt Lake City, UT 84102 
Telephone: (801) 531-8400 
Attorneys for Defendants Michel 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
RICHARD A. CHRISTENSON, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
UWE MICHEL, et al. 
Defendants. 
AFFIDAVIT OF BRUCE J. NELSON 
REGARDING ATTORNEY'S FEES 
Civil No. 960902187 
Judge David S. Young 
Bruce J. Nelson, after being duly sworn upon his oath, deposes and states: 
1. Affiant is attorney for Defendants Michel and has acted in such capacity throughout 
the course of this litigation. Plaintiff Richard A. Christenson's Complaint was filed in March of 
1996. Accordingly, Affiant has represented Defendants Michel in this matter for over four (4) years. 
2. In his capacity as counsel for Defendants Michel, Affiant has conducted multiple 
client conferences, interviewed and coordinated the actions of expert witnesses, filed Answers to the 
original Complaint and Amended Complaint, responded to multiple discovery requests, participated 
in numerous depositions, filed multiple Motions For Summary Judgment, attended multiple court 
hearings, conducted settlement negotiations, performed legal research, and in all events has 
1 
JUL 19 2000 
Deputy Clerk 
attempted adequately defend the allegations of Plaintiff s Complaint and Amended Complaint. 
3. Affiant has practiced law in Salt Lake County for the past 23 years. Affiant charges 
the sum of $160.00 per hour for his legal services and has charged such rates for the past four (4) 
years. 
4. In this case, and to defend the allegations of Plaintiff s Complaint and Amended 
Complaint, Affiant has expended 244.40 hours of attorney time. At the Affiant's regular hourly 
rates, such amount, through the date of this Affidavit, equal $38,773.50. Affiant has billed 
Defendants Michel for such amounts and the same have been paid. A month-to-month summary of 
Affiant's bills is attached as Exhibit "A". 
5. In addition to the attorney's fees, Affiant has incurred on behalf of Defendants 
Michel, substantial costs of Court. These costs of Court equal $3,557.75. A summary of Affiant's 
costs is attached as Exhibit "B". 
6. It is Affianf s opinion that the sum of $38,773.50 for attorney's fees and $3,557.75 
for costs incurred were all necessary and proper expenses in defending the allegations of Plaintiff s 
Complaint and Amended Complaint. 
7. It is the opinion of Affiant that such amounts are fair and reasonable under the 
circumstances and in considering the time expended, the complexity of the issues, and the results 
obtained. 
8. The foregoing fees are related to this case only. Additional fees have been expended 
in the related cases of (a) Zion' s First National Bank v. Richard F. McKeen. et al. (handled by Judge 
2 
Frederick) and TWN v. Michel (pending in Provo). None of the time for such cases has been 
included in this Affidavit. 
DATED this (o day of Jt»eL 2000. 
J 
BrWe J. Nelson 
STATE OF UTAH 
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE 
) 
)ss 
) 
On this jj> day of July, 2000, personally appeared before me BRUCE J. NELSON, the 
signer of the foregoing AFFIDAVIT OF BRUCE 1 NELSON REGARDING ATTORNEY'S FEES, 
who duly acknowledged to me that he executed the same. 
NOTARY PUBLIC 
CHARLFNH H. COLEMAN 
1767 c ^ i Sunrise Pk Dr. 
Sanny. UT 84093 
My Commission Expires 
June 16,2003 
STATE OF UTAH 
^ypd'iAi &'ffrArrwL-A 
NOTARY PUBLIC ± 
J 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on the 6th day of July, 2000, a true and correct copy of the foregoing 
AFFIDA VIT OF BR UCE J. NELSON REGARDING A TTORNEY'S FEES was mailed, postage pre-
paid to the following: 
Denver C. Snuffer, Jr., Esq. 
Nelson Snuffer Dahle & Poulsen, P.C 
10885 South State Street 
Sandy, UT 84070 
Bruce J. Nelson 
FEE SCHEDULE 
MICHEL v. CHRISTENSON 
Case No. 960902187 
EXHIBIT "A" 
BILL DATED 
01-31-97 
02-28-97* 
03-31-97 
04-30-97 
05-31-97 
06-30-97 | 
07-31-97 J 
08-31-97 ; 
09-30-97 
10-31-97 
11-30-97 
12-31-97 
01-31-98 
02-28-98 
03-31-98 
04-30-98 
1 05-31-98 
I 06-30-98 
HOURS 
4.2 
3.0 1 
4.5 
.8 1 
1.5 1 
— 
.7 | 
— 
8.9 
10.4 
9.1 
4.4 
2.3 
4.8 
13.6 
53.4 
i 36.9 
12.4 
TOTAL $ AMOUNT | 
$672.00 1 
$150.00 1 
$720.00 J 
$1,280.00 1 
$240.00 1 
$0.00 J 
$112.00 1 
$0.00 1 
$1,424.00 J 
$1,664.00 J 
$1,456.00 | 
$704.00 1 
$368.00 1 
$768.00 
$2,175.50 
$8,544.00 
$5,904.00 
$1.984.00 
1 
FEE SCHEDULE 
MICHEL v. CHRISTENSON 
Case No. 960902187 
EXHIBIT "A" 
BILL DATED 
07-31-98 
08-31-98 
09-30-98 
10-31-98 
11-31-98 J 
12-31-98 1 
01-31-99 J 
02-28-99 
03-31-99 
04-30-99 
05-31-99 
06-30-99 
1 07-31-99 
J 08-31-99 
1 09-30-99 
1 10-31-99 
1 11-31-99 
1 12-31-99 
HOURS 
26.1 
21.0 
4.2 
3.3 
— 
— 
— 
— 
— 
— 
— 
— 
— 
— 
— 
— 
— 
— 
TOTAL $ AMOUNT | 
$4,176.00 | 
$3,360.00 J 
$672.00 1 
$528.00 1 
$0.00 J 
$0.00 1 
$0.00 1 
$0.00 1 
$0.00 J 
$0.00 1 
$0.00 1 
$0.00 1 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
2 
FEE SCHEDULE 
MICHEL v. CHRISTENSON 
Case No. 960902187 
EXHIBIT "A" 
BILL DATED 
01-31-00 
02-29-00 
03-31-00 
04-30-00 
05-31-00 
06-30-00 
* Billed At $50.00/1 
HOURS 
— 
— 
5.0 
7.2 
3.7 
3.0 
244.40 
Hr. 
TOTAL S AMOUNT 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$800.00 
$1,152.00 
$592.00 
480.00 
TOTAL: $38.773,50 
3 
COSTS SCHEDULE 
MICHEL v. CHRISTENSON 
Case No. 960902187 
EXHIBIT "B" 
1 BILL DATED 
02-28-97 
03-31-97 
10-31-97 
04-30-98 
06-30-98 
07-31-98 
08-31-98 
DESCRIPTION 
Copies For Miscellaneous Corporate Filings 
Shaun Michel Deposition 
Richard Christenson Deposition 
Richard Christenson Deposition 
Mike Kirby Deposition 
Expert Witness Fees (Mike Kirby) 
Ralph Marsh Deposition Witness fees 
Tully, Webber and Jensen Depositions 
Ackerlow and Beck Depositions 
Walker and Hanks Depositions 
2nd Christenson Deposition 
Robinson Deposition 
Ralph Marsh Deposition 
Expert Witness Fee (Bush & Gudgell) 
TOTAL: 
TOTAL $ AMOUNT | 
$52.50 
$35.50 
$224.00 
$234.50 
$106.75 
$500.00 
$25.00 
$702.25 
$219.90 
$472.40 
$257.45 
$324.40 
$153.10 
$250.00 
$3.557.75 
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Attorneys for Defendants Michel 
DATS 
: J J J D G M D N K 
0eW%CfeS" 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH IMAGED 
RICHARD A. CHRISTENSON, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
UWE MICHEL, et al. 
Defendants. 
ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTS 
MICHELS' MOTION FOR 
ATTORNEY'S FEES 
Civil No. 960902187 
Judge David S. Young 
Defendants Michels' Motion For Attorney's Fees came on for hearing before the above-
entitled court on Friday, June 2, 2000. Bruce J. Nelson, Esq., appeared as counsel for Defendants 
Michel, the moving parties. Denver C. Snuffer, Jr., Esq., was present and represented the interests 
of the Plaintiff Richard A. Christenson. The Court having considered the pleadings and documents 
on file herein, the arguments of counsel, and good cause appearing; 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED as follows: 
1. That Defendants Michel are awarded a Judgment against the Plaintiff for attorney's 
fees incurred in this matter, in the amount of $3 8,773.50. In addition. Defendants Michel are granted 
a Judgment against the Plaintiff in the amount of $3,557.75 for costs of Court incurred herein. 
! Defendants Michels' Motio 
MICHEL, w< 
2. The total Judgment is, therefore, the sum of $42.331.25. Such Judgment shall bear 
interest at the legal rate from and after the date of entry of Judgment 
-z Ox 
%* 
DATED this ft- day opuly, 2000. 
BY THE COURT 
DAVID S. YOUN<5 \ (^&\J$$? 
District Court Jud-se ) ^ £ t / > . * i ^ dge^__^^
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this 6th day of July, 2000, a true and correct copy of the foregoing 
ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTSMICHELS' MOTIONFOR ATTORNEY'SFEESwas mailed, 
postage pre-paid to the following: 
Denver C. Snuffer, Jr., Esq. 
Nelson Snuffer Dahle & Poulsen, P.C. 
10885 South State Street 
Sandy, UT 84Q70 
) . S-w 
Bruce J. Nelson 
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K U" 
Bruce J. Neisen (2380) 
NELSON RASMUSSEN & CHRISTENSEN, PC 
576 East South Temple 
Salt Lake City, UT 84102 
Telephone: (801)531-8400 
Facsimile: (801) 363-3614 
Attorneys for Defendants Michel 
FILED DISTRICT C O I I B T 
DATE 
ENTERED IN REGISTRY 
OF JUDGMENTS 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
Deputy cioriT 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
RICHARD A. CHRISTENSON, 
Plaintiff, 
v. 
UWE MICHEL and ANNETTE S. MICHEL, 
husband and wife, and ULLRICH MICHEL 
and CAROL A S. MICHEL, husband and wife, 
as joint tenants; JAY V. BECK and FA YE E. 
BECK, husband and wife, KENNETH J. BECK 
and MARILYN BECK, husband and wife; 
AFTON W. BULLOCK; GLADYS BECK; 
SHIRLEY B. NASH; DAN C. SIMONS; 
BECK LAND. INC., trustee; DAN C. SIMONS 
EQUITY TRUST, DAN C. SIMONS 
TRUSTEE, executed by BECK LAND, INC., 
a Utah Corporation; ALPINE, LTD., a Utah 
Limited Partnership; KINGS SIX, INC., a 
Utah Corporation; LAND WEST, INC.. and 
PARLEY BAKER; THOMAS E. SAWYER; 
NEW EMPIRE DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, 
a Utah Corporation: MYRON B. CHILD, JR.; 
GEORGE GAWAN: BEC DEVELOPMENT, 
INC., W. K. ETHINGTON and ROLAYNE 
ETHINGTON. his wife; B.E.C. DEVELOP-
MENT; DAVID V. PETERS and EDWARD A. 
WHITE; FRANKLIN FINANCIAL, a Utah 
ORDER OF SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT 
Civil No. 960902187 
Judge David S. Young 
IMAGED 
960902187
 M!CHEL, UWE !"xu 
Corporation, and NEW EMPIRE DEVELOPMENT 
COMPANY, a Partnership; M. B. CHILD AND 
ASSOCIATES and MYRON B. CHILD, 
individually; JACK M. STEVENS; JARRETT S. 
JARVIS and PATRICIA Q. JARVIS; ESTES 
HOMES, an Arizona general partnership; UTAH 
PALISADES CORPORATION; ASSOCIATED 
PROPERTY INVESTORS; DAN C. SIMONS 
EQUITY TRUST, DAN C. SIMONS, Trustee; 
PACE INDUSTRIAL CENTER; JUDY PACE 
BILLINGS, as Trustee for the DAVID R. PACE 
FAMILY TRUST; MICHAEL W. McBRIDE; 
RICHARD F. McKEAN; D. CLARK BROWN and 
RUSSELL W. CARRUTH; RICHARDS HAWKS 
ASSOC; DAN C. SIMONS EQUITY TRUST, 
a Family Estate c/o H. MARK SIMONS, trustee; 
ELIN CHILD, aka ELIN S. CHILD; MARVIN R. 
CURTIS, JR.; J. McDONALD BRUBAKER and 
SCOTT M. BRUBAKER; CENTURY GENERAL 
CORPORATION a Utah Corporation; 
THEODORE D. GARFIELD, GARFIELD, 
ASSOCIATES; GARNDER ENGINEERING; 
OLYMPUS AERIAL SURVEYS INC.; GORDON 
JOSEPH ANDERSON AND FRANCES JOYCE 
ANDERSON; RAYMOND MALLORY; 
CHARLES W. TAGGART, INVESTORS 
COOPERATIVE, INC.; O.L. HOLEY (aka 0. L. 
HOLLEY); MAX E. BAKER; R. R. 
SCHEIDERIDER; DON I. HANSEN and 
BARBARA HANSEN; BECK LAND, INC., 
trustee, ALPINE, LTD.; Notice of Federal Tax Lien 
in the amount of $11,595.27 against CHARLES W. 
TAGGART and in favor of the United States of 
America; Notice of Federal Tax Lien in the 
amount of $5,981.31 against CHARLES W. 
TAGGART and in favor of the United States of 
America; Lien of Judgment in favor of IHC 
HOSPITALS, INC., a Utah Corporation, d/b/a 
CREDIT ASSURANCE AGENCY as Creditor 
wherein ELIN CHILD and MYRON CHILD 
appear as Debtor; Lien of Judgment in favor 
of STANLEY BELNAP as Creditor wherein 
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MICHAEL W. McBRIDE and FIRST SECURITY 
BANK OF IDAHO appears as Debtor; Lien of 
Judgment in favor of UTAH STATE TAX 
COMMISSION as Creditor wherein DAVID 
BROWN appears as Debtor; Notice of Federal Tax 
Lien in the amount of $38,288.40, against DANNY 
C. and SALLY J. SIMONS and in favor of the 
United State of America; Lien of Judgment in 
favor of DANNY J. JENSEN as Creditor wherein 
MARVIN R. CURTIS. JR. and CURTIS TECH-
NOLOGIES, INC. appears as Debtor; Lien of 
Judgment in favor of UTAH STATE TAX 
COMMISSION as Creditor wherein CHARLES W. 
TAGGART appears as Debtor; Lien of Judgment in 
favor of ROBERT FEHR as Creditor wherein 
MICHAEL McBRIDE appears as Debtor; Lien of 
Judgment in favor of EMPIRE MILL & CABINET 
as Creditor wherein KITCHEN DESIGN STUDIO 
and DAVID BROWN, individually appears as 
Debtor, dated December 15, 1989 and entered 
December 20, 1989; Lien of Judgment in favor of 
STATE OF UTAH, by and through UTAH STATE 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES as 
Creditor wherein KENT BRENT BERRIEL appear 
as and Defendant FRANCES ANDERSON aka 
FRANCINE ZAMORE appears as Party-
Defendant, dated December 27, 1989; Lien of 
Judgment in favor of FIRST SECURITY 
FINANCIAL, a corporation as Creditor wherein 
RICHARD McKEAN, et al. appear as Debtors; 
Lien of Judgment in favor of UTAH STATE TAX 
COMMISSION as Creditor wherein MARVIN R. 
CURTIS, JR., JOHN C. CURTIS, JR. appear as 
Debtors; Notice of Federal Tax Lien in the amount 
of $50,599.04 against DAN C. SIMONS EQUITY 
TRUST, ALTER EGO, NOMINEE, AGENT OR 
TRANSFEREE OF DAN C. & SALLY J. 
SIMONS and in favor of the United States of 
America; Notice of Federal Tax Lien in the 
amount of $50,599.04 against CHARLEMAGNE 
TRUST, ALTER EGO, NOMINEE. AGENT OR 
TRANSFEREE OF DAN C. & SALLY J. SIMONS 
and in favor of the United States of America: 
Notice of Federal Tax lien in the amount of 
$38,288.40 against DAN C. & SALLY J. 
SIMONS and in favor of the United States of 
America; Lien of Judgment in favor of INTER-
MOUNTAIN HEALTH CARE, INC., a Utah 
Corporation, d/b/a CREDIT ASSURANCE 
AGENCY as Creditor wherein DWIGHT BROWN 
and BEVERLY BROWN appear as Debtors; 
Lien of Judgment in favor of UTAH STATE TAX 
COMMISSION as Creditor wherein MARVIN 
R. CURTIS, JR. and JOAN C. CURTIS, JR., 
appear as Debtors; Lien of Judgment in favor of 
UTAH STATE TAX COMMISSION as Creditor 
wherein JOAN C. CURTIS, JR. and MARVIN R. 
CURTIS, JR. appear as Debtors; Lien of Judgment 
in the amount of $2,044.78 in favor of UTAH 
STATE TAX COMMISSION as Creditor wherein 
BARBARA HANSEN appears as Debtor, Lien of 
Judgment in the amount of $2,859.32 in favor of 
UTAH STATE TAX COMMISSION as Creditor 
wherein BARBARA HANSEN appears as 
Debtor; Lien of Judgment in the amount of 
$3,226.88 in favor of UTAH STATE TAX COM-
MISSION as Creditor wherein BARBARA 
HANSEN appears as Debtor; Lien of Judgment in 
the amount of $3,666.56 in favor of the UTAH 
STATE TAX COMMISSION as Creditor wherein 
BARBARA HANSEN appears as Debtor; Lien of 
Judgment in the amount of $2,632.45 in favor of 
UTAH STATE TAX COMMISSION as Creditor 
wherein BARBARA HANSEN appears as Debtor, 
Lien of Judgment in the amount of $2,555.59 in 
favor of UTAH STATE TAX COMMISSION as 
Creditor wherein BARBARA HANSEN appear as 
Debtor; Lien of Judgment in the amount of 
$1,251.09 in favor of UTAH STATE TAX 
COMMISSION as Creditor wherein DANIEL C. 
BROWN appears as Debtor: Lien of Judgment in 
the amount of $1,499.82 in favor of UTAH STATE 
TAX COMMISSION as Creditor wherein DANIEL 
C. BROWN appears as Debtor; Lien of Judgment 
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in the amount of $1,752.42 in favor of UTAH 
STATE TAX COMMISSION as Creditor wherein 
DANIEL C. BROWN appears as Debtor; Lien of 
Judgment in the amount of $1,345.45 in favor of 
UTAH STATE TAX COMMISSION as Creditor 
whrein DANIEL C. BROWN appears as Debtor; 
Lien of Judgment in the amount of $2,044.95 in 
favor of UTAH STATE TAX COMMISSION as 
Creditor wherein DANIEL C. BROWN appears as 
Debtor; Lien of Judgment in the amount of $532.72 
in favor of UTAH STATE TAX COMMISSION as 
Creditor wherein DANIEL C. BROWN appears as 
Debtor; Lien of Judgment in the amount of $157.12 
in favor of UTAH STATE TAX COMMISSION as 
Creditor wherein DANIEL C. BROWN appears as 
Debtor; Lien of Judgment in the amount of 
$2,760.00 in favor of PEAY RENTALS, INC, as 
Creditor wherein PARLEY BAKER appears as 
Debtor; Lien of Judgment in the amount of $286.12 
in favor of UTAH STATE TAX COMMISSION as 
Creditor wherein JANET K. HANSEN and DON 
HANSEN appear as Debtors; DENNIS BROWN 
and VICKIE BROWN, Debtor; NEW EMPIRE 
DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, a Utah 
Corporation; MYRON S. CHILD, JR., JUDY 
PACE BILLINGS, as Trustee for the DAVID K. 
PACE FAMILY TRUST; RONALD S. COOK, 
RAY W. LAMOREAUX, and WENDELL P. 
HANSEN; PONDEROSA ASSOCIATES, a Utah 
limited partnership Notice of Federal Lien in the 
amount of $500.00, against RICHARDS HAWKS 
ASSOC, JUDGE L. HAWKS, PTR, in favor of 
the United States of America: Notice of Federal 
Tax Lien in the amount of $510.00 against 
DANIEL CLARK BROWN and in favor of the 
United States of America; ALL AS IT APPLIES 
TO THE PARCELS DESCRIBED HERETO AS 
AN EXHIBIT. 
Defendants. 
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Defendants Michels' Motion For Summary Judgment came on for hearing before the above-
entitled court on Friday, June 2, 2000. Bruce J. Nelson, Esq., was present and represented the 
interests of Defendants Uwe Michel Annette Michel, Carola Michel and Ullrich Michel, the moving 
parties. Denver C. Snuffer, Jr., Esq., was present and represented the interests of the Plaintiff 
Richard A. Christenson. The Court, having reviewed the pleadings and documents on file herein; 
having found that there exists no genuine issue of material fact and that the moving parties are 
entitled to judgment as a matter of law; having noted that the Plaintiff had no objection to the 
granting of an Order of Summary Judgment; and the Court noting that all other Defendants have 
either failed to respond or have filed Disclaimers of Interest in and to the real property which is the 
subject of this action, and good cause appearing, 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED as follows: 
1. Defendants Michels' Motion For Summary Judgment is granted. Accordingly, 
neither the Plaintiff, nor any of the Defendants in this action other than the four Michel Defendants, 
have any right, title or interest in and to the real property which is the subject of this action. Such 
real property is further described on the attached Exhibit "A". 
DATED this J ^ T day ofJyi^OOO. 
BY THE COURT 
DAVID S. YO 
District Court Judg 
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EXHIBIT "A" 
THE LAND PARCEL 1: LOCATED IN THE COUNTY OF UTAH, STATE OF UTAH, AND 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
The surface rights only in and to the following described property- That part of Lot 1 and part of 
the Northwest Quarter of Section 15, Township 4 South, Range 1 East, Salt Lake Base and 
Meridian lying within Salt Lake County. 
Commencing at point West 1979 feet from the Northeast corner of the Northwest quarter of said 
Section 15; and running thence South 2630.3 feet; thence West 1374.6 feet; thence North 2630.3 
feet; thence East 1374.6 feet to the point of beginning. 
THE LAND PARCEL 2: LOCATED IN THE COUNTY OF UTAH, STATE OF UTAH, AND 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
COMMENCING at a point North 00° 1713" East 1318.08 feet from the Southwest Corner of 
Section 10, Township 4 South, Range 1 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian; thence South 
89°52,00M West 96.23 feet; thence North 35°45'00M East 1187.25 feet; thence North 85°44'00n 
East 732.71 feet; thence South 00°17'18" East 1014.75 feet; thence South 89°52'00" West 
1333.21 feet to the point of beginning. 
THE LAND PARCEL 3: LOCATED IN THE COUNTIES OF UTAH and SALT LAKE, 
STATE OF UTAH, AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
The surface rights only in and to the following described property: That portion of Lot 3 and the 
West half of the Southwest quarter of Section 10, Township 4 South, Range 1 East, Salt Lake 
Base and Meridian, Salt Lake County, lying within the following described Tract: Commencing 
at the Northeast corner of the Southwest Quarter of said Section 10; and running thence South 
1320 feet; thence West 3353.6 feet; thence North 1320 feet; thence East 3353.6 feet to the point 
of beginning. 
Excepting therefrom all of the land heretofore conveyed to the Metropolitan Water District for 
the purposes of Alpine Draper Aqueduct (Tunnel): a-50-foot-strip, the center line of which is 
described as follows: 
Commencing at a point on the South line of said Section 10, from which point the Northwest 
corner bears North 5078.2 feet; thence North 30°30' West 2829.7 feet to a point and from which 
point the Northwest comer of said Section 10 bears North 2640 feet and West 1281.6 feet. 
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MAILING CERTIFICATE 
I hereby certify that on the 6th day of July, 2000, a true and correct copy of the foregoing 
ORDER OFSUMMARYJUDGMENT'was mailed, postage prepaid to the following: 
Denver C. Snuffer, Jr. Esq. 
Nelson Snuffer Dahle & Poulsen, P.C. 
10885 South State Street 
Sandy, UT 84070 
J. 
Bruce J. Nelson 
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